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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statement filed 29 October 2001 
fails to comply with 37 CFR 1.98(a) (2), which requires a legible 
copy of each cited foreign patent document; each non-patent 
literature publication or that portion which caused it to be 
listed; and all other information or that portion which caused 
it to be listed. It has been placed in the application file, 
but the information referred to therein has not been considered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 29-34 are objected to because of the following 

informalities : 

Claim 29, line 16 states ''comprising a monitoring device". 
The use of ''comprising" again in line 16 is redundant since 
"comprising is already used in the preamble of the claim. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly 
pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the 
applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards. as 
the invention. 
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Claim 27 recites the limitation "the wireless transmission" 
in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Firstly, claim 28 recites the limitation "the wireless 
transmission" in line 7. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. 

Secondly, claim 28 recites ''a plurality of engraving 
machines are present." This limitation is merely the state of a 
system or a description of the physical construction system. 
The limitation is not a step of a method. Thus, claim 28 as 
currently recited does not particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

6. Claims 35-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being incomplete for omitting essential elements, such 
omission amounting to a gap between the elements. See MPEP 
§ 2172.01. The omitted elements are: the means or unit by which 
the engraved test cups are produced; and the means or unit by 
which the measured values of the actual dimensions of the 
engraved test cups are determined. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 tl.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 

identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

8. Claims 20-21, 23, 29 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,426) in 
view of Babel (US Patent 5,417,038), 

Regarding claim 20: Wouch discloses, before actual 
engraving of the printing cylinder with an engraving stylus of 
an engraving element driven by an engraving control signal 
(column 3, lines 2-8 of Wouch), engraving sample cups (figure 1 
(14) and figure 3 of Wouch) for predetermined rated tonal values 
in a test engraving with the engraving stylus (column 3, lines 
10-14 and lines 18-22 of Wouch); measuring actual dimensions of 
the sample cups with a measurement device put in place on the 
printing cylinder (column 4, lines 54-59 of Wouch) and comparing 
the actual dimensions to rated dimensions corresponding to the 
predetermined rated tonal values (column 4, line 66 to column 5, 
line 2 of Wouch) in order to acquire setting values with which 
the engraving control • signal is calibrated (column 4, lines 43- 
48 of Wouch) such that engraved actual tonal values correspond 
to the rated tonal values to be engraved (column 3, line 66 to 
column 4, line 5 of Wouch) . 

Wouch does not disclose expressly carrying out a monitoring 
to see whether or not the measurement device is present on the 
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printing cylinder; preventing an engraving start when the 
measurement device is present on the printing cylinder; and if 
the measurement device is not present on the printing cylinder, 
engraving with the engraving stylus a sequence of cups into the 
rotating printing cylinder where actual dimensions of the cups 
determine the actual tonal values that are engraved. 

Babel discloses carrying out a monitoring to see whether or 
not an object is present in a given operating area (column 4, 
lines 24-28 of Babel) ; preventing the start of operation of the 
main device when the object is present in said given operating 
area (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) ; and if the object is not 
present in said given operating area, performing the operations 
of said main device (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) . The 
detector (figure 2(12) of Babel) prevents movement during 
loading if an operator is detected (column 4, lines 24-28 of 
Babel) . Thus, the main device can operate if there is no 
operator present, which is the normal function being interrupted 
by the detected presence of the operator. 

Wouch and Babel are combinable because they are from 
Similar problem solving areas, namely digital control of 
electronic device operation based on digital image data. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to prevent .operation of the main 
device if an object is detected to be present on in a specific 
operating area, as taught by Babel, wherein the object. is the 
measurement device taught by Wouch, the main device is the 
engraving device taught by Wouch, and the operation is the 
calibration of the engraving device, as taught by Wouch. In 
Babel, the operator is protected from injury by the detector 
preventing movement of the stand during loading. Applied to the 
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engraving device of Wouch, the measurement device would be 
detected where said measurement device would be likely to be 
broken, namely on the printing cylinder, which is the portion of 
the engraving device that has the greatest level of physical 
motion. If the measurement device is detected on the printing 
cylinder, then the engraving operations are prevented. If the 
measurement device is not detected, then engraving operations 
are allowed, and therefore engraving with the engraving stylus a 
sequence of cups into the rotating printing cylinder where 
actual dimensions of the cups determine the actual tonal values 
that are engraved is performed, as per the normal operations of 
the engraving device taught by Wouch, The motivation for doing 
so would have been to prevent destruction of the measurement 
device taught by Wouch. One of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention would have recognized that the detector 
taught by Babel operates for the purpose of preventing injury to 
the operator. Thus, applied to the engraving device of Wouch, 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have recognized that the detector of Babel, if applied to 
the teachings of Wouch, would prevent destruction to the 
measurement device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Babel with Wouch to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 20, 

Regarding claim 21: Wouch does not disclose expressly that 
a rotation of the printing cylinder is prevented given the 
presence of the measurement device on the printing cylinder. 

Babel discloses that movement of the main device is 
prevented given the presence of the operator on the main 
movement area (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) . 
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Wouch and Babel are combinable because they are from 
similar problem solving areas, namely digital control of 
electronic device operation based on digital image data. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to prevent operation given the 
presence of an object, as taught by Babel. Applied to Wouch, 
the operation of printing cylinder rotation would be prevented 
if the measurement device is present on said printing cylinder. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent 
destruction of the measurement device taught by Wouch. One of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
have recognized that the detector taught by Babel operates for 
the purpose of preventing injury to the operator. Thus, applied 
to the engraving device of Wouch, one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention would have recognized that the 
detector of Babel, if applied to the teachings of Wouch, would 
prevent destruction to the measurement device. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Babel with Wouch to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 21. 

Further regarding claim 23: As discussed above in the 
arguments regarding claim 20, Wouch in view of Babel teaches 
preventing an engraving start when the measurement device is 
present on the printing cylinder. The portion relied upon in 
Babel discloses ''a detector 12 for sensing the presence of the 
operator which prevents the stand from moving during loading'' 
(column 4, lines 26-28 of Babel) . In order to prevent the 
motion of the main device, which is the printing cylinder is 
Wouch, the generation of some form of control signal is 
inherent. Otherwise, there is no relay of information which 
indicates that said measurement device is present on the 
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printing cylinder. Thus, Wouch in view of Babel teaches that a 
control signal is generated given the presence of the 
measurement device on the printing cylinder* 

Regarding claim 29: Wouch discloses a rotationally seated 
printing cylinder (figure 1(12) of Wouch) driven by a first 
drive (column 3, lines 9-16 of Wouch) . In order for the 
printing cylinder to rotate and thus produce an engraved image 
(column 3, lines 9-16 of Wouch), some sort of drive must drive 
the rotation. 

Wouch further discloses an engraving element (figure 1(16) 
of Wouch) driven by an engraving control signal for engraving 
cups in the printing cylinder (column 3, lines 4-6 of Wouch) 
that is moved axially past the printing cylinder by a second 
drive (as shown in figure 1 of Wouch) . Since the printing 
cylinder has to rotate to print, the engraving head moves 
axially past the printing cylinder in order to cut the engraving 
cups, as is typically done in engraving printers. 

Wouch further discloses a signal editing unit (figure 1(38 
(portion) ) of Wouch) for generating the engraving control signal 
(figure 1 (''Control Data") of Wouch) for the engraving element 
(column 4, line 66 to column 5, line 5 of Wouch) ; and a 
controller (figure 1 ( 38 (portion) ) of Wouch) for controlling the 
engraving machine (column 4, line 68 to column 5, line 5 of 
Wouch) and which is in communication with the signal editing 
unit (also a part of the microprocessor (figure 1(38) of Wouch)., 
with the first drive, and with the second drive (column 4, line 
68 to column 5, line 5 of Wouch) . Since the microprocessor 
(figure 1(38) of Wouch) controls the engraving as a whole 
(column 4, line 66 to column 5, line 5 of Wouch) , then said 
microprocessor is in communication with the first drive and the 
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second drive. The controller and the signal editing unit each 
correspond with a particular portion of the physically embodied 
software, which is executed by the microprocessor. 

Wouch does not disclose expressly a monitoring device 
connected to the controller that checks a presence of a 
measurement device put in place on the printing cylinder for 
measuring actual dimensions of engraved sample cups and which 
prevents a start of engraving. 

Babel discloses a monitoring device (figure 1(12) of Babel) 
that checks the presence of an object in a given operating area 
(column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel), which prevents the start of 
operation of the main device when the object is present in said 
given operating area (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) • 

Wouch and Babel are combinable because they are from 
similar problem solving areas, namely digital control of 
electronic device operation based on digital image data. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to use a monitoring device to prevent 
operation of the main device if an object is detected to be 
present on in a specific operating area, as taught by Babel, 
wherein the object is the measurement device (figure 1(32) and 
column 4f lines 55-58 of Wouch) taught by Wouch, the main device 
is the engraving device taught by Wouch, and the operation is 
the engraving process, as taught by Wouch. In Babel, the 
operator is protected from injury by the detector preventing 
movement of the stand during loading. Applied to the engraving 
device of Wouch, the measurement device would be detected where 
said measurement device would be likely to be broken, namely on 
the printing cylinder, which is the portion of the engraving 
device that has the greatest level of physical motion. If the 
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measurement device, which is put in place on the printing 
cylinder for measuring actual dimensions of engraved sample cups 
(figure 3 and column 4, lines 31-35 of Wouch) , is detected on 
the printing cylinder, then the engraving operations are 
prevented. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
prevent destruction of the measurement device taught by Wouch. 
One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have recognized that the detector taught by Babel operates 
for the purpose of preventing injury to the operator. Thus, 
applied to the engraving device of Wouch, one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention would have recognized 
that the detector of Babel, if applied to the teachings of 
Wouch, would prevent destruction to the measurement device. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Babel with 
Wouch to obtain the invention as specified in claim 29. 

Regarding claim 42: Wouch discloses, before actual 
engraving of the printing cylinder with an engraving stylus of 
an engraving element driven by an engraving control signal 
(column 3, lines 2-8 of Wouch), engraving sample cups (figure 1 
(14) and figure 3 of Wouch) for predetermined rated tonal values 
in a test engraving with the engraving stylus (column 3, lines 
10-14 and lines 18-22 of Wouch) ; measuring actual dimensions of 
the sample cups with a measurement device adjacent to the 
printing cylinder (column 4, lines 54-59 of Wouch) and comparing 
the actual dimensions to rated dimensions corresponding to the 
predetermined rated tonal values (column 4, line 66 to column 5, 
line 2 of Wouch) in order to acquire setting values with which 
the engraving control signal is calibrated (column 4, lines 43- 
48 of Wouch) such that engraved actual tonal values correspond 
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to the rated tonal values to be engraved (column 3, line 66 to 
column 4, line 5 of Wouch) . 

Wouch does not disclose expressly carrying out a monitoring 
to see whether or not the measurement device is present on the 
printing cylinder; and preventing an engraving start when the 
measurement device is present on the printing cylinder. 

Babel discloses carrying out a monitoring to see whether or 
not an object is present in a given operating area (column 4, 
lines 24-28 of Babel); and preventing the start of operation of 
the main device when the object is present in said given 
operating area (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) . 

Wouch and Babel are combinable because they are from 
similar problem solving areas, namely digital control of 
electronic device operation based on digital image data. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to prevent operation of the main 
device if an object is detected to be present on in a specific 
operating area, as taught by Babel, wherein the object is the 
measurement device taught by Wouch, the main device is the 
engraving device taught by Wouch, and the operation is the 
calibration of the engraving device, as taught by Wouch, In 
Babel, the operator is protected from injury by the detector 
preventing movement of the stand during loading. Applied to the 
engraving device of Wouch, the measurement device would be 
detected where said measurement device would be likely to be 
broken, namely on the printing cylinder, which is the portion of 
the engraving device that has the greatest level of physical 
motion. If the measurement device is detected on the printing 
cylinder, then the engraving operations are prevented. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to prevent destruction 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,010 
Art Unit: 2624 



Page 12 



of the measurement device taught by Wouch. One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
recognized that the detector taught by Babel operates for the 
purpose of preventing injury to the operator. Thus, applied to 
the engraving device of Wouch, one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention would have recognized that the 
detector of Babel, if applied to the teachings of Wouch, would 
prevent destruction to the measurement device. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Babel with Wouch to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 42. 

9. Claims 22 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,42 6) in view of 
Babel (US Patent 5,417,038) and Pantus (US Patent 5,499,016). 

Regarding claim 22: Wouch in view of Babel does not 
disclose expressly that the presence of the measurement device 
is monitored with a light beam. 

Pantus discloses monitoring the presence of an object with 
a light beam (column 5, lines 30-35 and column 7, lines 16-20 of 
Pantus) . 

Wouch in view of Babel is combinable with Pantus because 
they are from similar problem solving areas, namely digital 
control of electronic device operation based on the detection of 
objects. At the time of the invention, It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to specifically 
use a light beam for object detection, as taught by Pantus. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that using light beams 
is one of several different possible means by which objects can 
be detected. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
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Pantus with Wouch in view of Babel to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 22. 

Regarding claim 30: Wouch in view of Babel does not 
disclose expressly that the monitoring device comprises a 
stationary optoelectronic sensor for generating a monitoring 
beam proceeding in an axial direction of the printing cylinder 
and for converting a reflected monitoring beam into an 
electrical control signal that signals the presence of the 
measurement device on the printing cylinder; and a reflector for 
the monitoring beam that is attached to the measurement device 
and faces toward the stationary sensor, 

Pantus discloses a monitoring device comprising a 
stationary optoelectronic sensor (figure 6 of Pantus) for 
generating a monitoring beam proceeding in a direction in which 
the beam reflecting object is likely to be located (column 4, 
lines 61-63 and column 6, lines 33-40 of Pantus) and for 
converting a reflected monitoring beam into an electrical 
control signal (column 5, lines 43-47 of Pantus) that signals 
the presence of the object (column 5, lines 15-22 of Pantus) . 

Wouch in view of Babel is combinable with Pantus because 
they are from similar problem solving areas, namely digital 
control of electronic device operation based on the detection of 
objects. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use an 
optoelectronic sensor, as taught by Pantus, as said monitoring 
device. Since the monitoring device .taught by Pantus acts on 
optoelectronic principles, the outer housing of the measurement 
device itself (figure 1(32) of Wouch), which is on the printing 
cylinder, is a reflector for the monitoring beam that is 
attached to the measurement device and faces toward the 
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stationary sensor. Since the monitoring beam taught by Pantus 
proceeds in a direction in which the beam reflecting object is 
likely to be located, then the beam would naturally, in the 
engraving system of Wouch, proceed in an axial direction of the 
printing cylinder. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to provide a monitor that is responsive to the measuring device 
and not to insignificant objects, such as flying insects (column 

3, lines 26-29 of Pantus) . Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Pantus with Wouch in view of Babel to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 30. 

Further regarding claim 31: Pantus discloses that said 
optoelectronic sensor is part of the electronics (figure 6 and 
column 3, lines 56-58 of Pantus) , and thus part of the overall 
device and encased in the physical housing (figure 3 and column 

4, lines 28-30 of Pantus) . Thus, the optoelectronic sensor is 
attached to the overall system, which is the engraving machine 
taught by Wouch. 

Further regarding claim 32: As discussed in the arguments 
regarding claim 30, the monitoring beam proceeds in an axial 
direction of the printing cylinder. Thus, in order to function 
as a monitoring beam, it is inherent that said monitoring beam 
is designed with a lobe in an axial direction of the printing 
cylinder. Otherwise, there would be no electromagnetic 
radiation transmitted along the axial direction of the printing 
cylinder that could then be reflected and used to detect the 
measuring device. 

10, Claims 24-27 and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293, 4*26) in view 
of Babel (US Patent 5,417,038) and well-known prior art. 
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Regarding claim 24: Wouch discloses that the actual 
dimensions of the engraved sample cups measured with the 
measurement device are transmitted from the measurement device 
to a stationary measured value receiver (figure 1(38) of Wouch) 
as measured value signals (column 4, lines 59-65 of Wouch) . 

Wouch in view of Babel does not disclose expressly that 
said transmission is performed wirelessly. 

Official notice is taken that wireless transmission of data 
is old, well-known and expected in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to transmit the measured data wirelessly* The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that wireless 
transmission is one of many possibly data transmission types. 
Further, it is well-known in the art that transmission of data 
by wireless has the advantage of not requiring transmission 
wires, which can be costly, cumbersome, and get in the way of 
device operation. 

Regarding claim 25: Wouch discloses that the stationary 
measured value receiver is located at the engraving machine 
(figure 1(38) and column 2, lines 46-48 of Wouch), 

Regarding claim 26: Wouch discloses that the transmission 
of the measured values signals (column 4, lines 63-68 of Wouch) 
only occurs during calibration (column 4, line 68 to column 5, 
line 5 of Wouch) . The transmission of measured values signals 

As discussed in the arguments regarding claim 24, the 
transmission is performed wirelessly. 

Regarding claim 27: Wouch discloses that measurements are 
taken (column 4, lines 31-35 of Wouch) and measured values 
transmitted at a specific point in the sequence (figure 2 of 
Wouch) of the control and calibration of the engraving device 
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(column 4, lines 54-62 of Wouch) . Thus, the transmission of the 
measured values signals is enabled by a control signal. One of 
the control signals is the control signal taught by Babel and 
discussed in the arguments with regard to claim 23, listed 
above. Since said control signal is generated based on whether 
or not the measurement device is located on the printing 
cylinder, and since the measurement device would have to be on 
the printing cylinder to measure the test cuts, then said 
control signal would also enable the transmission of the 
measured value signals. 

As discussed in the arguments regarding claim 24, which are 
incorporated herein, the transmission is specifically wireless 
transmission. 

Regarding claim 33: Wouch discloses that the measurement 
device comprises a built-in measure value transmitter for 
transmission of the measured actual dimensions of the test cups 
(column 4, lines 59-65 of Wouch); and a corresponding measured 
value receiver (figure 1 (38 (portion) ) and column 4, lines 59-65 
of Wouch) that is connected to the signal editing unit and which 
is attached to the engraving machine (as shown clearly in figure 
1 of Wouch) . 

Wouch in view of Babel does not disclose expressly that 
said transmission is specifically wireless transmission. 

Official notice is taken that wireless transmission of data 
is old, well-known and expected in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to transmit the measured data wirelessly. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that wireless 
transmission is one of many possibly data transmission types. 
Further, it is well-known in the art that transmission of data 
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by wireless has the advantage of not requiring transmission 
wires, which can be costly, cumbersome, and get in the way of 
device operation* 

Regarding claim 34: Wouch discloses that the monitoring 
device is in an interactive connection with the measured value 
receiver (column 4, lines 63-66 of Wouch) . 

11. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,426) in view of Babel 
(US Patent 5,417,038), well-known prior art, and In re Harza, 
274 F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960). 

Regarding claim 28: Wouch discloses that the measurement 
device is respectively put in place on the printing cylinder of 
the engraving machine with which the test engraving was 
implemented (column 4, lines 31-35 of Wouch) . In order to be 
able to actually physically measure the test cuts, it is 
inherent that the measurement device be put in place on the 
printing cylinder of the engraving machine- with which the test 
engraving was implemented. 

Wouch further discloses that measurements are taken (column 
4, lines 31-35 of Wouch) and measured values transmitted at a 
specific point in the sequence (figure 2 of Wouch) of the 
control and calibration of the engraving device (column 4, lines 
54-62 of Wouch) . Thus, the transmission of the measured values 
signals is enabled by a control signal. One of the control 
signals is the control signal taught by Babel and discussed in 
the arguments with regard to claim 23, listed above. Since said 
control signal is generated based on whether or not the 
measurement device is located on the printing cylinder, and 
since the measurement device would have to be on the printing 
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cylinder of a corresponding engraving machine to measure the 
test cuts, then said control signal would also selectively 
enable the transmission of the measured value signal, 

Wouch in view of Babel does not disclose expressly that 
said transmission is wireless; and that a plurality of engraving 
machines are present. 

Official notice is taken that wireless transmission of data 
is old, well-known and expected in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to transmit the measured data wirelessly. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that wireless 
transmission is one of many possibly data transmission types. 
Further, it is well-known in the art that transmission of data 
by wireless has the advantage of not requiring transmission 
wires, which can be costly, cumbersome, and get in the way of 
device operation, 

Wouch in view of Babel and well-known prior art does not 
disclose expressly that a plurality of engraving machines are 
present . 

However, In re Harza has held that a mere duplication of 
parts, which is involved in providing the step that a plurality 
of engraving machines are present, has no patentable 
significance unless a new and unexpected result is produced. 
Clearly, there is no new and unexpected result in the mere 
presence of additional engraving devices in the general 
proximity of the engraving device upon which the method is being 
performed. Furthermore, the presence of a plurality of 
engraving machines is not even a step of a method, but more 
properly directed to a machine or article of manufacture claim, 
and thus has no substantive bearing on the method of claim 28. 
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12. Claims 35-37 are rejected under 35 U,S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,426) in view of well- 
known prior art. 

Regarding claim 35: Wouch discloses a built-in measured 
value transmitter for transmission of measured actual dimensions 
of engraved test cups (column 4, lines 31-35 of Wouch) to a 
stationary measured value receiver (column 4, lines 59-66 of 
Wouch) • 

Wouch does not disclose expressly that said transmission is 
specifically wireless transmission. 

Official notice is taken that wireless transmission of data 
is old, well-known and expected in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to transmit the measured data wirelessly. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that wireless 
transmission is one of many possibly data transmission types. 
Further, it is well-known in the art that transmission of data 
by wireless has the advantage of not requiring transmission 
wires, which can be costly, cumbersome, and get in the way of 
device operation. 

Regarding claim 36: Wouch does not disclose expressly that 
said measurement device is battery operated. 

Official Notice is taken that battery operated devices, 
such as measurement devices, or any other low- to-moderate power 
electronic devices, are old, well-known and expected in the art. 
Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would be motivated to make the measurement device 
specifically a battery operated measurement device. The 
motivation would have been to allow a user to have an 
independent power source for said measurement device, instead of 
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having to deal with the tangle of cables that tends to result 
from having multiple devices electrically connected together and 
drawing power from the same power source. 

Regarding claim 37: Wouch discloses that the measurement 
device is a measuring microscope (column 4, lines 59-62 of 
Wouch) . 

13. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,426) in view of well- 
known prior art and Yoshida (US Patent 5,828,464). 

Regarding claim 38: Wouch in view of well-known prior art 
does not disclose expressly that the measurement device is a 
video camera. 

Yoshida discloses measuring engraving cup dimensions using 
a video camera (figure 4(45) and column 4, lines 50-55 of 
Yoshida) . 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art is combinable with 
Yoshida because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
the control and calibration of engraving machines. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to specifically use a video camera for 
measurements, as taught by Yoshida. The motivation for doing so 
would have been that the data obtained by the video camera can 
be directly processed by an image processor (column 4, lines 53- 
55 of Yoshida) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Yoshida with Wouch in view of well-known prior art to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 38. 
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14. Claims 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S^C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,426) in view of well- 
known prior art and Pantus (US Patent 5,499,016). 

Regarding claims 39 and 40: Wouch in view of well-known 
prior art does not disclose expressly that a light element, 
comprising a reflector, is provided on the measurement device 
designed for determining whether the measurement device is 
present on the engraving printing cylinder. 

Pantus discloses monitoring the presence of an object with 
a light beam (column 5, lines 30-35 and column 7, lines 16-20 of 
Pantus) . 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art is combinable with 
Pantus because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely digital control of electronic device operations. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to specifically use a light beam for 
object detection, as taught by Pantus. Thus, if a light beam is 
used, then the outer housing of the measurement device itself is 
a light element, comprising a reflector, provided on said 
measurement device. Thus, the system of Pantus determines, 
based on the reflections from said reflector, whether the 
measurement device is present on the engraving printing 
cylinder. The suggestion for doing so would have been to be 
able to passively detect an object in an area to be monitored 
(column 2, lines 26-30 of Pantus), which would be the 
measurement device in the area of the printing cylinder. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Pantus with 
Wouch in view of well-known prior art to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 39 and 40. 
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15. Claims 41 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Wouch (US Patent 5,293,426) in view of 
well-known prior art, Pantus (US Patent 5,499,016), and Babel 
(US Patent 5,417,038) . 

Regarding claim 41: Wouch in view of well-known prior art 
does not disclose expressly that the measurement device has a 
component for interacting with a light, beam used for determining 
whether the measurement device is put in place on the printing 
cylinder in order to prevent a start of engraving if the 
measurement device is in place on the printing cylinder. 

Pantus discloses monitoring the presence of an object with 
a light beam (column 5, lines 30-35 and column 7, lines 16-20 of 
Pantus) . 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art is combinable with 
Pantus because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely digital control of electronic device operations. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to specifically use a light beam for 
object detection, as taught by Pantus. Thus, if a light beam is 
used, then the outer housing of the measurement device itself is 
a component for interacting with said light beam, such as a 
reflector. Thus, the system of Pantus determines, based on the 
reflections from said reflector, whether the measurement device 
is present on the engraving printing cylinder. The suggestion 
for doing so would have been to be able to passively detect an 
object in an area to be monitored (column 2, lines 26-30 of 
Pantus) , which would be the measurement device in the area of 
the printing cylinder. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Pantus with Wouch in view of well-known prior art. 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,010 
Art Unit: 2624 



Page 23 



Wouch in view of well-known prior art and Pantus does not 
disclose expressly preventing a start of engraving if the 
measurement device is in place on the printing cylinder. 

Babel discloses preventing the start of operation of the 
main device when the object is present in said given operating 
area (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) . 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art and Pantus is 
combinable with Babel because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely the detection of objects in a specific- 
area and the control of digital electronic devices. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to prevent the operation of the main 
device is an object is present in a given area, as taught by 
Babel, wherein the object is the measuring device and the area 
is on the printing cylinder. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to prevent destruction of the measurement device 
taught by Wouch. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention would have recognized that the detector taught 
by Babel operates for the purpose of preventing injury to the 
operator. Thus, applied to the engraving device of Wouch, one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
have recognized that the detector of Babel, if applied to the 
teachings of Wouch, would prevent destruction to the measurement 
device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Babel 
with Wouch in view of well-known prior art and Pantus to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 41. 

Regarding claim 43: Wouch discloses a built-in measured 
value transmitter for transmission of measured actual dimensions 
of engraved test cups (column 4, lines 31-35 of Wouch) to a 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,010 
Art Unit: 2624 



Page 24 



stationary measured value receiver (column 4, lines 59-66 of 
Wouch) . 

Wouch does not disclose expressly that said transmission is 
specifically wireless transmission. 

Official notice is taken that wireless transmission of data 
is old, well-known and expected in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to transmit the measured data wirelessly. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that wireless 
transmission is one of many possibly data transmission types. 
Further, it is well-known in the art that transmission of data 
by wireless has the .advantage of not requiring transmission 
wires, which can be costly, cumbersome, and get in the way of 
device operation. 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art does not disclose 
expressly a component which is part of the measurement device 
for interacting with a light beam in order for determining 
whether the measurement device is put in place on the printing 
cylinder so that engraving of either test cups or of actual cups 
will not commence until the measurement device is removed from 
the printing cylinder. 

Pantus discloses monitoring the presence of an object with 
a light beam (column 5, lines 30-35 and column 7, lines 16-20 of 
Pantus) . 

Wouch in view of well-known prior 'art is combinable with 
Pantus because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely digital control of electronic device operations. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to specifically use a light beam for 
object detection, as taught by Pantus. Thus, if a light beam is 
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used, then the outer housing of the measurement device itself is 
a component for interacting with said light beam, such as a 
reflector. Thus, the system of Pantus determines, based on the 
reflections from said reflector, whether the measurement device 
is present on the engraving printing cylinder,. The suggestion 
for doing so would have been to be able to passively detect an 
object in an area to be monitored (column 2, lines 26-30 of 
Pantus) , which would be the measurement device in the area of 
the printing cylinder. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Pantus with Wouch in view of well-known prior art. 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art and Pantus does not 
disclose expressly that engraving of either test cups or of 
actual cups will not. commence until -the measurement device is 
removed from the printing cylinder. 

Babel discloses preventing the start of operation of the 
main device when the object is present in said given operating 
area (column 4, lines 24-28 of Babel) . 

Wouch in view of well-known prior art and Pantus is 
combinable with Babel because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely the detection of objects in a specific 
area and the control of digital electronic devices. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to prevent the operation of the main 
device is an object is present in a given area, as taught by 
Babel, wherein the object is the measuring device and the area 
is on the printing cylinder. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to prevent destruction of the measurement device 
taught by Wouch. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention would have recognized that the detector taught 
by Babel operates for the purpose of preventing injury to the 
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operator. Thus, applied to the engraving device of Wouch, one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
have recognized that the detector of Babel, if applied to the 
teachings of Wouch, would prevent destruction to the measurement 
device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Babel 
with Wouch in view of well-known prior art and Pantus to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 43. 
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